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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Discussed applicant's remarks with regard to the last paragraph of 
claim 10. Applicant correctly argued that the Seamone reference has notched wedges that do not circle the entire 
annular opening, but applicant's invention is intended to do so. In order to clarify the invention over the prior cited art, it 
was agreed to do an Examiner's Amendment and insert the words "circumferentially extending" to specify that the 
different radii of the control regions extend all the way around the control piston. 
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